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Bevere and Naatasket : lescHei, MaM. 
San Leandio Marina, C ilU. 
SouUi sbora of Lakft Ont flo: Fori Ntttgara 

State Park, M.7. 
Waukegan Harbor, IIL 
Fort Cluutres and ott ar diolsage dis

tricts, n i . 
Marlon, K«n>. 
Placer Creek, Wallace, Idi bo. 
Posten Bayou, Ark. 
Reedy River. areenvlUe, S.C. 
Hunnlng Water Draw, 1 lalnTlmr, Tex. 
San Luis Bey Biver, Cal f. 
seajaquada Creek and Tributaries, N.T. 
Steele Bayou Basin, Mis . 
Streams in vicinity of E tlrfield, Calif. 
University Wasblngton i ad Spring Brook. 

Blverslde County. Calif. 
Wenate&ee.Wasb. 
Western Tennessee tribi tartqs, Tennessee. 
Zintel Canyon, vlelnlt; ot Kennewlek, 

Wasb. 
Sincerely yours, 

GsoBaB>H. FALLON, 
Chairman, 

r.^].pp?wKrfm T?.ii!Prm.T QS H A -
RIVERS AND HARBOBS.'"*^ 

rirsTiwr»r»TriM^T«Viw:TiiVi¥«rmOT 
lyf]. T̂ y.ATMTK- Mr SnPBker I coU UP 

^the conference report on the bUl .(H.B. 
19877) autborldng the construction, re
pair, and preservation of certain public 
works on rivers and harbors for naviga
tion, flood control, and for other pm--
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers on the 
port of the House be read in Ueu of the 
report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesote? 

Mr. HABSELA. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the Tight to object, may I inanlre of the 
disthiguished gentleman from Mlnnesote 
Whether or not the gentleman Intends to 
explain to the House what is contelned 
In this conference report 

Mr. BIIATNIE: . Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield; yes, we have a full 
explanation as well as a summary ex
planation of both titles I and H. . 

Mr. HABSHA. WIU there be an op
portunity for the minority to express its 
position on the bill? 

Mr. BIiATNIK Yes; there will. 
Mr. HABSHA. Mr, Speaker, X with

draw my reservation of objection. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the genilemaa.from Mln
nesote? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read tbe statement. 
(For conference report and state

ment, see proceedings of the House of 
December 17,1970.) 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

(Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given 
permission to refise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. BuTMB. Mr. Speaker, the confer
ence teootX which Is before the House at 
the present time is on HJl . 19877, the 
Omnibus Rivers and Harbors and Flood 
Control Act of 1970. The bill as agreed to 
by the conferees is a sound m^sure 
which would continue the vitally impor
tant water resources development pro
gram of the Corps of Engineers. 

The Subcommittees on -Bivers and 
Harbors and Flood Control hdd 3 weeks 

of hearings on this bill. Testimony was 
received from the Corps of Engineers on 
the technical details of the project, the 
estimated costs and the economic justl-
flcatlons. Tbe committee also heard tes
timony on a number of projects on items 
which it felt should be considered in con
nection with the bill. On those projects 
considered controversial, testimony was 
received 'from Members of Congress, 
federal and Stete officials, representa
tives of local organizations, and from in
terested citizens. 

The conferees from the House and the 
Senate met and with a fine attitude of 
coopei-ation worked out the difference in 
the two versions of the bill. As in most 
conferences, the views of tbe House pre
vailed on some matters, and the views of 
the Senate on others. I believe that we 
have brought together a good bill, one 
that I can endorse to this body. 

Included in ttte Soiate version were 
30 projects fot rivers and harbors 
and flood control, each of which are e8ti>? 

.ted to cost less than 910 milUon, 
These piotjeGts were hot included in tbe 
House bin because we; utiUzed a proce
dure authorized in the FkKJd Conti^t Act 
of 1965 whidh makes possiblfl more ex
peditious authorization of these rela
tively small wate# resource devdopment 
l»rojects. Tbis procedure permits the; 
Committee ott Publie Works of the House 
of Representatives and Sii^tei to t^iew 
sucb nrojects and to apivove tiimi by 
conuntiiteiB regolutlon. This procedure 

' maices possime pronqpTcongressional ac
tion on numerous badly needed projects 
throughout the Natlbn. 

I t is our intent that this procedure will 
be utIUzed in the future so as to approve 
these projects in an orderly manner 
without having to wait upon an Omnibus 
Bivers and Harbors and Flood Control 
Act, which generally does not occur more 
often than once every 2 years. 

The Senate conferees accepted the 
House position on tins matter and the 
conference substitute diik» not include 
these projects. I would point out that the 
Committee on Public Works has ap
proved each of these projects: iqr the 
resolution procedure which I have de
scribed. 

There are certain provisions in HH. 
19877 which I would spedflcally point 
out to my colleagues as being woi-thy of 
special note. 

Section 107, which I am pleased to 
have authored. Is the direct outgrowth of 
the study included in the River and Har
bor Act of 1965 and authorizes the Secre
tary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers to conduct a survey 
to tbe Great Lakes and S t Lawrence 
Seaway to determine the feasibility of 
extencQng the navigation season, in ac
cordance with the recommendations of 
the Chief of Engineers In his report en
titled "Great Lakes and S t Lawrence 
Seaway-Navigation Season Extension." 
Preliminary investigations conclude that 
practical measures are available for de-
icing waterways and lock structures, but 
that solutions to the icing problem on 
the Great Lakes and St. Lawrence Sea
way are complex, and additional studies 
are necessary. 

The section also authorizes the Secre

tary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, in coojieration with 
interested Federal agencies—^primarily 
tbe Coast Guard and the Maritime Ad
ministration—and non-Federal public 
and private Intereste to undertake an ac
tion program to demonstrate the prac
ticability of extending the navigation 
season. This program will complement 
the survey by serving as a means of test
ing and developing various methods 
which may be recommended and also by 
encouraging the participation in the de
velopment and use of these metiiods and 
shipping intereste. 

The program will include, but not be 
limited to, ship voyages extending be
yond the normal navigation season; ob
servation and surveillance of ice con
ditions and ice forces; environmental 
and ecological investigations: collection 
of technical data related to Improved 
vessel design; ice control facilities and 
aids to navigation; physical modd stud
ies; and coordination of the collection 
and dissemination of Information to 
stiippen on weather ice conditions. 

Subsection (c) of the section author
izes a study of ways and means to pro
vide reasonable insurance rates for ship
pers and v e s s ^ engaged in waterbome 
commerce on the Great Lakes and St. 

;:; Lawrence Seaway beyond the present 
navigation season. One of the deterrents 
to winter navigation is higher Insurance 
rates for this season, and the provision 
of reasonable rates is a necessary p ^ t 
of any program for extending the navi
gation season. 

Section IQB is a most important pro
vision which we hope has nationwide 
signiflcance—it is the cleaning up of the 
Cuyahoga Biver, one of the four dirtiest 
rivers in the United Stetes—a river so 
dirty that it actually caught fire on sev-
ei-al occasions. The purpose of this sec
tion Is to establish, on a test-case basis, 
what can be done in the way of physical 
and engineering Improvements working 
in conjunction with other Federal and 
State treatment programs, to Improve 
the total quality of a river—both its ap
pearance aud its qualiiy—so that it may 
assume, through recreational, environ
mental, wildlife, and water quality val
ues, a functional arid viable role m the 
area it serves. 

Section 122 requires that not later 
than July 1, 1972, the Secretary of the 
Army, acting through the Chief of Kn-
gineers, shall submit to Congress, and, 
not later than 90 days thereafter, 
promulgate guidelines to assure that ad
verse economic, social, and environmen
tal effects relating to any proposed proj
ect have been fully considered in develop
ing such projects and that tbe final deci
sions on the project are made in the best 
overall public interest, taking Into-con
sideration the need for flood control, nav
igation and associated purposes, and the 
cost of eliminating or minimizing such 
adverse effects and the following: First, 
air noise and water pollution; second, 
desti-ucUon or disruption of manmade 
and natural resources, esthetic values, 
community cohesion, and the availability 
of public facilities and services; third, 
adverse employment effects and tax 
property value losses; fourth, injurious 
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displacement of people, businesses, and 
farms; and, filth, disruption of desirable 
community and regional growth. Such 
guidelines shall apply to all proposed 
projects after the issuance of such gulde-^ 
lines including the projects authorized 
in tbis act. 

Section 123 provides for a program of 
construction of contained spoil disposal 
facilities in the Great Lakes in order to 
eliminate pollution associated with open 
water disposal of contaminated drediged 
spoil. The section is similar in import to 
a proposal submitted earlier this year by 
tbe administration. It differs from the 
a^ninlstratdon prcqiosal mainly in the 
area of cost sharing, by providing for 
waiver of tbe required local cooperation 
where tbe Admbilstrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency finds that the 
local Interests are participation In an ap
proved plan for the construction, modi
fication, expansion, or rehabilitation of 
waste treatment faclliUes a n d ' are 
making progress satisfactory to the Ad
ministrator. 

The section authorizes tbe Secretary 
of the Army, acting through the Chief 
of Engineers, to construct contained spoil 
disposal facilities subject to conditions of 
non-Federal cooperation, as soon as 
practicable. Construction priority of the 
various facilities would be determined 
after considering the views and recom
mendations of tbe Administrator of the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

I would also note section 208 involving 
combined beacb erosion hurrica-\e pro
jects: section 109, a statement of con
gressional intent regarding objectives to 
be.included in federally financed water 
resource development projects: section 
211, establishing a new position of Assist
ant Secretary of the Army for Civil 
Works; section 221,. requiring written 
agreementa from local intereste before 
initiation of projecte; and section 235, 
authorizing an Important water quality 
study of the Susquehanna Biver Basin. 
My colleague on the conference commit
tee, the very able chairman of tbe Sub
committee on Flood Control, tbe gentie-
man from Alabama; (Mr. Joires), will dis
cuss'these provisions In more detail. The 
conference substitute includes 11 naviga
tion projecte and one beach erosion pro
ject in the River and Harbor Act a t an 
estimated Federal cost of $153,354,000 
and 20 fiood control projects In the Flood 

• Control Act at an estimated cost of $407,-
301,200. The total of the projecte author
ized is $560,655,200. This is the smallest 
Omnibus Bivers and Harbors and Flood 
Contrql Act In tbe last 20 years. 

I would conclude by thanking all the 
members of the conference on both sides 
of the aisle for their outstanding eSorta 
on this legislation. I sincerely appreciate 
the support and counsel of my good 
friends, the genUeman from Alabama 
(Mr. JONES) ; the genUeman from Cali
fornia (Mr. JOHNSON) ; the gentleman 
from South Carolina (Mr. DOHN); the 
ranking minority member of the com
mittee; the gentleman from Florida (Mr. 
CRAMEB) ; the gentlonan from Ohio (Mr. 
HARSHA) ; and the genUeman from Cali
fornia (Mr. DON H . CUOSEN) . 

Mr. Speaker, I now yield such time as 

he may consume to the distinguished 
genUeman from Alabama (Mr. JONES). 

(Mr. JONES of Alabama asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 
HJl . 19877, which we now bring back 
from conference for approval of this 
House Is another example of excellent 
cooperation between this body and the 
Senate. Yesterday, I was able to note this 
spirit of cooperation in dealing with the 
Senate conferees on the Disaster Belief 
Act of 1970, and today I am pleased to 
report the same atUtode prevailed in the 
Biver and Harbor and Flood Control Acts 
of 1970. 

I h e agreed-upon conference substitute 
authorized a total of 20 flood control 
projecte, and 12 navigation and beach 
erosion projects. The estimated amount 
of these projecte is $560,655,200.1 would 
point out that this total is $24 million 
less than the original House bill and con
siderably less than the Senate versicai. 

HJB. 19877 Is a compi^enslve measure 
to authorize,the Corps of Engineers to 
carry forward vital programs for the de
velopment and improvement of water
ways and harbors as an essential ele
ment of tbe Nation's transportation sys
tem, for the protection of lives and prop
erty of our citizens against the ravages of 
floodwaters, for the protection of our 
valuable coastal resources from erosion, 
for the generation of low-cost hydrodec-
tric power, for the development of water 
supplies of suitable quantity and quality 
to serve our Nation's cities and Indus
tries, for the conservation and enhance
ment of flsb and wildlife resources, for 
providing Increased opportunities for our 
citizenry to enjoy healthful outdoor rec
reation opportunities, and, in general, 
for Inducing economic development as a 
means of enhancing the general wdf are. 

There are certain provisions which I 
bdieve to be particularly bnportant I 
would call the attention of my cOUeagues 
and the appropriate Federal agencies to 
section 209. This section provides for the 
consideration and determination of all 
coste and benefits in the formulation and 
evaluation of water resource projecte. 
Tbe Inclusion of this section in the biU 
Is the reflection of Congress continuing 
concern that our water resources be 
managed and developed consonant with 
contemporary concerns for the environ
ment for the urban problems, and for 
our concern for our regions. 

We are aware that the Water Be-
sources Council in the report of Ite spe
cial task force has forthrightiy ad
dressed the problem of developing prin
ciples and standards that would allow for 
the evaluation of water resource projects 
In terms of all objectives and has devel
oped more detailed guidance for this 
purpose. But only witUn the past few 
weeks have we become aware of the posi
tion of tbe OfBce of Iilanagement and 
Budget in opposition to this type of 
analysis. In their Iidttal review of the 
special task force report, OMB has. In 
effect, stated that we should not pursue 
multiobjective approaches to formulat
ing our water resource plans and that, in 

fact, we should evaluate potential de
velopment plans on a basis even nar
rower than our present standards pro
vide. 

We have repeatedly urged the ezecu- < 
tive branch to develop new guidelines 
and procedures that would more ap
propriately- reflect the concerns Con
gress h a s ' expressed with respect to 
making our water projecte responsive 
to a brood range of current and future 
national concern. We believe the spe
cial task force of tbe Water Besources 
(^undl provides that basis. I t is disturb
ing that the OMB is now taking a posl-
.Uon n^iich contravenes existing national 
goals and seriously endangers the.de
velopment of water resource plans truly 
responsive to our national needs. Section 
20B expresses the intention of the Con- ' 
giess that we formulate our plans and 
evaluate beneflte and costs in the con
text of-all objectives—national economic 
development, environment, quall^ of 
life, and regional development. We can 
ill afford to Ignore the proper role of 
water resources development in enhanc
ing our environment and helping t j ^ ^ 
resolve the pjroblems of our urban a r e a ^ A 
and depressed regions. ^ ^ ^ 

Proposals by the Office of Management 
and Budget tbat would result In a fur
ther Increase in interest rate for evalu
ation of water projects; that would limit 
the beneflte to be considered In the for
mulation and evaluation of plans: and 
tbat would preclude the full considera
tion of all objectives In developing long-
range water resource programs would 
(dearly run counter to a growing national -
concern tbat all resource development 
programs squarely address our Nation's 
problems. We cannot neglect tbe press
ing problems of our cities, of our obliga- • 
tion to improve our environment and to 
rid ourselves of poUuUon. I t is less costly 
to attack these problems now than to 
pay the high coste of correcting ills after 
they are created. The statement of the 
objective for water resources as set forth 
In section 209 expresses the mtent of 
Congress that the contrlbutionlhat w a t e ^ j ^ 
resource projects can make to a growlng^V 
list of priority concerns be considered ta^^ 
tbe formulation and evaluation of proj
ects. We feel confident tbat through a 
broadening of the objectives and criteria 
by which we plan for the future use of 
our water resources, we can better utUlze 
funds for water development 

I would further note that tbe Congress 
in 196S granted to the Water Besources 
Council the responsibility of establishing 
principles, standards, and procedures for 
Federal participants hi the preparation 
of comprehensive regional or river basin 
plans, and for the formulation and eval
uation of Federal water and related land 
resource projecte. 

In the event that the Water Resources 
Council is prevented from carrying out 
the responslbiUty granted to It by the 
Congress, the Congress may find it nec
essaiy to reassert its authority in this 
field. 

I would Insert hi the Recon at this 
point a copy of the OMB memorandum 
which states ite position to the Water * 
Besources CouncU: 
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Deoemier 2.1970, 
MEUOKANDUK 

To: Mr. W. Don Maugban, Bxaeutlve Director, 
Water Besources Oouncll. 

Subject: Fropoeed principles, atandarde, pro
cedures tor evaluating water resource 
plant and projects. 

This is m response to your letter of Oc
tober 20, 1070, to Mr. Weinberger on the 
above subject. 

As Mr. Weinberger Indicated at our meet
ing with you and representatives of tbe mem-
beta of the CouncU on October 7, the pro
posed principles and standads Should be care
fully Borutlnleed because of tbe long range 
implication of these guidelines on future 
water resource development. We, therefore, 
are miking t a Intensive review to assure "that 
this Is the beet possible planing tool from 
tbe Admlnlstrirtlon'* standpoint. A* prom
ised, our views wUl be furnished to tbe Coun-

- eU within M days. 
So war, we have noted some changes that 

we believe should be made in the proposed 
standards. We believe the f oUowlng changes 
are necessary to meet the goal of better de
cision malclng In water resource Investments 

ADDTnOKAL M O N - i m B U L PAKTICIFATION IM 
DEVBAPMEMT COSTS 

Everyone agreed at the October 7 meeting 
that beneficiaries of water resource projects 
Should be required to participate more In tbe 
costs for project development. Except for rec
ommendations regarding cost sharing for wa
ter quaUty control, the WBC task force rec
ommends no change In Current policies re
garding apportionment of coats to local 
interests. 

We comend the task force for Its proposal 
for water quality control cost sharing and 
concur In that recommendation. However, 
other cost-sharing proposals are also needed, 
Non-Federal Interests should be required 
to pay substantlaUy more of the Investment 
costs In the future. For example, local cost 
sharing for flood control projects should be 
consistent with the Federal flood Insurance 
program. More Importantly, equity calls for 
Increased local participation In water devel
opment projects. 

w n c Is considering new cost sharing poli
cies for flood control. We strongly urge that 
this study be concluded soon since It has 
tieen Identified as a possible 1972 program 
reform by tbe President. This study should 
be a p p r o ^ prior to approval of the propoatA 
principle and standards. 

DISConHT BATS 
In detennlmng the discount rate tor gov

ernment investments in water resources, we 
beUeve tbat the real opportunity cost of capi
tal should be used. We recognize that tbe 
rate of movement from the current level of 
syi percent wiu have to be worked out but 
a slgniflcant increase from the current level 
should be made immediately. 

xcm,nFix-oajscnvxs 
Tbe task force report provides for the rec

ommendation of plana to meet objectives of 
regional development, environmental quaUty 
and quality of life even when costs, on a na
tional Income basis exceed tba benefits. We 
strongly disagree and believe no plan should 
be recommended unless the addition to na
tional income exceeds toe costs. 
BENEFITS PSOM INCBCASBa Dt OUTPUT SXSDI.T-

ute vaox vettanni. BCONOIUCS 
The task force recommends that external 

economies and diseconomies resulting from 
water development be Included in planning 
reports. I t recognises tbat present techni
ques are not well developed for measuring 
external economies and diseconomies. We 
do not agree that those economies or dls-
economlea attributable to influencing the 

economies of scale of processors or other 
producers should be included as benefits to 
a water resource project. Where sucb eco
nomies exist, they not only are almost im
possible to measure but are probably offset 
by reverse phenomena elsewhere. However, 
external effect* caused by a project such aa 
Increased costs imposed on parties other than 
project beneficiaries can be evaluated with 
sufficient confidence to warrant their in
clusion In the national benefit-to-coat es
timates. . 
B E K O n S FBOM UTILIZATIOH OP DHEMPLOTOI 

AKD trNDEBXHPLOTED BSSOUBCBS 

The task force report states that benefits 
should be counted when a m t e r plan create* 
an opportunity to use resources that would 
be unemployeid of underemployed in the 
absence of the plan. The report states that 
utilization of such resources may come about 
(a) as a result of Implementing a plan. In
cluding construction, operation, mainten
ance, or replacement; <b) as a result ot the 
use of Intermediate goods and services re
sulting from the plan; or (c) as a result of 
expansion of output by firms who are in
directly affected by the installation ot toe 
project or indirectly affected by consumers 
and flrnis who use final and intermediate 
goods. 

Use of unemployed or underemployed re
sources, namely manpower, on a project is 
now counted as area redevelopment beneflts. 
Counting benefits under (b) and (c) above 
are conjectural, for example, tbe employ
ment of unemployed persons In an area be
cause an industrial plant is expected to locate 
there because of fiood protection to be pro
vided by a project. R Is difficult to forecast 
plant locations. In addition, the plant may 
only relocate from one region to another so 
that t h e n Is no net addition to national In
come. Also, a plant planned tor one location 
In - a region might locate in another area 
within tbe region because of the project. In 
which case, there la no net addition to the 
region attributable to the project. 

In addition to the quesUon of private in
vestments required to produce these bene
fits, non-Federal public investments, such 
as streets, water supply and seweis, may 
also be required before tbe beneflts will 
occur. Thus, these types ot benefits are not 
only conjectural but must be allocated 
among the various Investments. 

Beneflts from the use of underemployed 
or unemployed resources In (b) and (c) above 
should not be Included in the national In
come account and only included in the 
regional development account a* a side cal-
cululion tor Information as to pniaibllltiea 
and not enter, into the beneflt-cost analysis 
of the cost allocation. 

' BASmwmX AKALTSU 

The standards will apply to the prepara
tion of framework studies or assessments, 
regional or river basin studies, and Imple-
meatation (individual project) studies. Con
ceptually, basln-wlde or regional analysis 15° 
the proper way to formulate water resource 
plana. In particular, one should be careful 
to eliminate double cotmting from the same 
population base. Further, this should assure 
a multi-agency effort which wlU facilitate 
trade-offs among agency objeetlvet. In addi
tion, however, water development should be 
an integrai.and necessary part of a regional 
economic development plan prepared by 
others than water planners. 

tNTEBNAI. EPFICIEMCIBS (ZNOtEMEHTAL 
AKAIiTSIB) 

The standards need a stronger statement 
on the use of incremental analysis to deter
mine optimum scale of development, n e 
statement should stress toe optimization of 
each project of a group of projects, and in
cluding each separable segment and each 
purpose of a project, as weU as optimizing 
the scale ot physical development. 

H12049 
STANDAtOS, APFROVAI. OP PBOPOSED PBIMCIPLES, 

AND PaocasmES 
We agree t h a t toe President should a p 

prove toe s t a t e m e n t o t principles. W i t h r e 
gard to t h e approval of t h e s t a tement of 
s tandards , we believe i t would be a n appro
priate task for t h e Office of Management a n d 
Budget . The s t anda rds , aa well aa t h e p i l n -
eiples, win guide t h e course of fu ture water 
resources p l a n n i n g a n d development. T h e 
Importance of t h e s t anda rds suggests t h a t 
t h e review a n d approval responslbiUty should 
be I n t h e Executive Ofllee of toe President. 

OTSEa ISSUES 
There are o the r a reas t h a t we are con

cerned wi th a n d n o w have unde r delibera
t ion. We wlU commvnlca t e w i th you o n these 
a t a la te r t ime . Examples a re : 

Proposal to apply s t anda rds t o activities 
no t now covered by water resources s tand
ards, pr imari ly l a n d resources. 

Proposed procedures for calculat ing navi
gat ion, recreat ion a n d agr icul tora l related 
beneflts. 

Pract lcaUll ty of t h e social well-being or 
qual i ty of Ufe objective as an explicit p l an 
n ing objective. 

Impl ica t ion of pub l i sh ing a nat ional p ro
gram for water resource development. 

Recommended cost al location procedures 
compared to o the r a l ternat ives . 

Validity of project ions set for to in t h e 
s t anda rds t o b e used In p lanning . 

Criteria to r es tab l i sh ing period of analysis 
for a water resource p lan . 

w e are fu rn i sh ing t h i s Infonnatloh in 
order t o be more responsive t o t h e Council's 
request for our views on t h e proposed p i l n -
ciples and s t anda rds . This should allow you 
to focus early o n some major areas of d i s 
agreement between t h e Council 's task force 
and OMB". OMB staff, of course. Is available t o 
work with you on to is ma t t e r . 

DOHALD B. RtCE. 

Mr. Speaker, section 208 amends exist
ing beach erosion control authority to 
permit, within the discretion of the Chief 
of Engineers, application of a cost appoir-
tionment procedure t h a t is generally sim
ilar to t h a t now applied to hurricane 
flood protection projecte. 

At the present time, projecte which 
serve the single purpose of protection of 
beach erosion a r e subject to different 
cost-sharing formulas determined by 
ownership and use which can vary t he 
Federal contr ibution from SO percent In 
the cose of non-Federa l publicly owned 
land, to 70 percent for non-Fedcrol pub
licly owned land used as a park or con
servation a rea . 

The cost-sharing formula for hurr i 
cane a n d tidal flood protection, estab
lished by t h e projecte authorized under 
the 1958 Flood Control Act, contemplates 
a Federal contr ibut ion of up to 70 per
cent of t be project cost. I n multiple-pur
pose beach erosion and hurricane and 
tidal flood protection projecte the coste 
allocable to each purpose are apportioned 
on the basis of t h e formula established 
for each such project purpose. 

The section permita a desirable flexi
bility in t he s ta tu to iy cost apportion
ment required for beach erosion benefits 
and 'permi ta a discretionary determinar 
tion of t he proper Federal share of proj 
ect cost up to 70 percent in all hurricane 
and tidal flood protection projects having 
beach enhancement ospecta. 

Z wish to stress t h a t this In no way 
affecte the present policy for cost sharing 
on hurr icane protection projecte which 
do not Include beach erosion. The basic 
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difference would be that hurricane proj
ecte without beach erosion control fea
tures would permit 70 percent Federal 
contribution, but, unlike the multiple-
purpose projecte, would continue to per-. 
mit any lands finished by local interesta 
to be credited aa part of their required 
contribution. 

Section 211 provides for an additlonal-
Asdstant Secretary of the Army for Civil 
Works who would have as his principal 
duty the overall supervision of the De
partment of the Army's functions relat
ing to programs for the conservation and 
development of the national water re
sources including flood control, irriga
tion, shore protection, and related pur
poses. 

Within the Department of the Army, 
tbe responsibility for supervishig the 
civil works program has, for the past sev
eral years, been assigned to the General 
Counsel of the Army who, in this capac
ity, acta as the special assistant for civil 
functions to the Secretary. In January 
1966, the Secretory of the Army released 
a report covering tbe civil works program 
of ttie Corps of Engineers, prepared by 
the Civil Works Study Board which rec
ommended establishment of an office of 
an Assistant Secretary of the Army with 
responsibilities primarily for tlie civil 
works missions. This recommendation 
was based upon the conclusion that the 
Importance of tbe civil works program to 
the Nation and tbe Army warranted a 
higher degree of personal involvement at 
the Secretarial level. 

The need for more effective Interde
partmental coordination at the Depart-
ment«l level has Increased during the 
more than 4 years since the Secretary 
submitted the Study Board report. Tbe 
requirement of departmental member
ship on the Water Besources Council, es
tablished by the Water Besources Plan
ning Act, and the problems stemming 
from the Increasing involvement in water 
resources development of the Depart
ment of Transportation, the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development and 
tbe Environmental Protection Agency 
have contributed to the need for an As
sistant Secretary who can devote his pri
mary efforte to the civU works mission. 

The civil works program exceeds in 
magnitude the total programs of several 
existing Federal departments and is ex
tremely important to the Nation's water 
resources. From these standpointe, and 
others, there Is full justification for pro
posing an Assistant Secretary to assist 
the Secretary of the Army in discharging 
bis broad civil works responsibilities. 

Section 221 is a result of our long-held 
belief that there should be a uniformity 
of obligation in water resources develop
ment projecte and the associated items of 
local cooperation, and that before Fed
eral moneys aro invested in a project, the 
non-Fedei-ol intereste should be bound to 
perform the required cooperation. . 

Under this section the construction of 
any water resources project by the Sec
retory of the Army shall not be com
menced until the non-Federal Interesta 
enter into a written agreement with the 
Cecretary of tbe Army to furnish the 
cooperation required under the project 
authorization or other law. The require

ment for such on agreement also applies 
where local Intereste commence work on 
a Federal project for which they wUl be 
reimbursed. I t does not apph^, however, 
to those coses where the United States 
Is merely contributing port of the cost 
of a non-Federal project in recognition 
of the Federal purposes it will serve, such 
as flood control. 

Tbe non-Federal Intereste entering 
into these agreementa must be legally 
constituted public bodies with full au
thority and capability to periorm the 
terms of the agreement and to pay dam
ages. If necessaiy, in the event of failure 
to perform. The agreemente will be en
forceable In the appropriate district 
courte of tbe United States 

The section also provides that after 
commencement of construction of a proj
ect, the Chief of Engineers may under
take performance of those items of co
operation necessary to the functioning 
of tbe project, such as operation and 
maintenance or completion of a partially 
completed project. If he has first noti
fied the non-Federal interest of ita fail
ure to perform the agreement and has 
given such interest a reasonable time to 
perform. The purposes of this provlston 
are to protect the Federal Investment 
and to prevent property damage and loss 
of life which might result from a par
tially completed or improperly operated 
or maintained project. 

Tbe section also requires ttiat a con
tinuing inventory, be kept of. agreemente 
and the states of their performance, and 
that an annual report be made to tbe 
Congress. 

This section will provide a necessary 
uniformity of obligation amotig non-
Federal intereste and Insure that Fed
eral investmente In water resourcesproj-
ecta will be economically and judiciously 
made. 

Section 235 authorizes and dirficte tbe 
Secretary of tbe Army, acting through 

- the Chief of Engineers, as part of the 
comprehensive study of tbe water and 
related resources of the Susquehanna 
Biver Basin, to investigate and stody. In 
cooperation with the Administrator ot 
the Environmental Protection Agency 
and other interested Federal and State 
agencies, the availability, quality, and 
use of waters within the basin with a 
view toward developing a comprehen
sive plan for the development, conserva
tion, and use of such waters. The studies 
and hivestlgations authorized by this 
section wUl Include tbe development of 
plans, for recommendation to the Com-
gress, concerning the construction, op
eration, and maintenance of water con
veyance systems; regional waste treat
ment, hiterceptor, and holding facilities; 
water treatment facilities and metbods 
for recharging ground water reservoirs. 

There was some question raised as to 
the relationship of this stody with the 
recenUy passed S. 1079 which established 
tbe Susquehanna Biver Basin Commis
sion as a coordinating Federal-lnter-
stato agency for planning, development 
and use of tbe water resources of tbe 
basin. I t was never Intended by the In
clusion of this study authorization to by
pass the new Biver Basin Commission. 
There can be no question that we antici

pate only the highest degree of coopera
tion between the Corps of Engineers, the 
Environmental Protection Agency, and 
the Susquehanna Biver Basin Commis
sion. 

I would conclude by commending the 
conferees for t h ^ excdlent work. My 
appreciation, as always. Is extended to 
my fellow conferees, the chairman of 
the Subcommittee on Bivers and Har
bors, the gentleman from Minnesota 
(Mr. B L A I R K ) , the gentleman from 
California (IiCr. JOHNSON) , the gentleman 
from South Carolina ( M T . D O R N ) , the 
gentlemen of tbe minority including the • 
ranking member of the Committee on 
Public Works, the genUeman from 
Florida (Mr. CRAMER), the gentteman 
from Ohio (Mr. HARSHA), and my col
league on the Subcommittee on Flood 
Control, the gentieman from Callfomia 
( D O N CtAOSEN). 

Mr. HABSHA. Mr. Speaker, wiU the 
gentieman yield? 

Mr. BIJ^TNIK. Z yield to the distin
guished gentieman from Ohio. 

(Mr.' HABSHA asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend bis re- ., 
marks.) 

Mr. HABSHA. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate tbe gentieman yielding. However, I 
would like to Inform tbe Members of the 
House that I did not'sign the conference 
report I did not sign it for tbe follow
ing reasons: 

This report gives approval to some 16 
projecte which have not been approved 
by the OfQce of Slanagement and Budget. 
Heretofore It has been the policy of the 
Committee on Public Works to approve 
In tbe final version of the conference re
port only those projecte that have been 
approved by every Federal agency in
volved. Including the Office of Manage
ment and Budget. 

Indeed, It was my understanding that 
projecte which had not received Office 
of Management and Budget approval by 
the time tbe conference completed ite 
buslnessi would not be enacted into law 
at this time. If I did not so believe, I 
would not have voted to Include toese ^ | ^ 
projecte In the bill reported by the~Publlc ^^ff 

. Works Committee, and I would not have 
voted to include these projecte on tbe 
floor of the House. 

MI". Speaker, as I say, bi these 16 
projecte tbis was not done. In my opinion 
by digressing from this position we will 
make a shambles of tbe proceduro which -

, allows for the orderly, progressive con
sideration of projecte of this kind. Heie-
tofoie we have Inslted that tbe projecte ' 
clear not only the State and Federal 
agencies but also tbe Office of Manage
ment and tbe Budget. 

This has not been done in tbis case. 
But, it need not stop there. If we dispose 
of tbe review and approval of tbe Office 
of Management and Budget, next we may 
find ourselves disposing of the review and 
approval of other Federal agencies. Af
ter that, we can find ourselves disposing 
of the approval of the State and local 
authorities. Field hearings would become 
meaningless. Tbe expression of the pub
lic will could only be made in fora that 
have no signiflcance. 

In short, I can see that this practice 
could well lead to the approval of proj-



December 18, 1973 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE H12051 
ecte contrary to the public will, contrail 
to tbe desires of the administration and 
contrary to the intereste of the United 
States. I believe that this practice should 
not be condoned, and, ttierefore, have 
refused to sign tbe conference report. 

I am afraid this kind of procedure is 
going to come back and haunt us. I 

wanted the opportunity to express my 
concern over tbJs method of leglslaUng. 

I will admit and concede that there 
are some precautions taken In this bill 
because tbe construction of the projecte 
cannot be commenced until the VwA-
dent and the Secretary of the Army ap
proves them, but'lrrespecUve of tbat they 

are authorized. And these 16 projects, or 
tbe authorizations in this bill, are for 
$241 million, and there is an additional 
$193 milUoa of unauthorized monetary 
value to these projecta, so what we are 
talking about is not some littie matter, it 
Involves something over $434 million as 
indicated in the following table: 

PROJECTS FOR WHICH OFTICE OF MANACCMENT AND BUDOEf APPROVAL HAS NOT BEEN RECEIVED 

AuthsrIatitR Total ceil 

Balllnuf*Hiirtar,Md. tndVi 
Atkniic I n l n a u W W«tww<y fertdgn VirflRi* iml Nortb 

CirefiM 11,220,555 . 
Pamto Rivtr Md MocelMtd City Hittar, N.C 2.H2.W0 . 
FraeporlHtrbor, T n 13,710,000 . 
NawMwiVHifter, K(u>),HnnU 1,952.000 . 

^0,000,000 }3s,sn,ooo 

Siiiit Gaecia Ciwk, Md., to Hiriy Usd i l i c i i School ot Sieima. 
«7S,000 . 

OiMefltt«ii?2hckSMra,Ai<i.»dU 13,500,000 . 
Alkai im Rid Rivtr Badn, Tei., Okh, and Kans 
Miatwpiil Rhn at Dnmport, lona 12,2(3,000 
Sandrldi* Oam ami Resarvorr, EMtetl Cnak, N.Y. 19,070^000 
Pottutuas Dam and Rsumir . P.R. 11,110,000 . 
CenlHinDamudReunoir,P.R 10,351,000 . 

Avthorizalloe Totslcost 

Po»»,P.R . J14,295,00O 
CottDnmoilCrttk, Calif «,00a00O 1174,00(000 
Maread Ceuntjr atraams, Califoiiiii 37,2(0,000 
Kaiia<he.KailuaaraaonUi«eutcaaatolOahu,H*>raB 7,2(9,000 

Tout authoriiatlon , . . . 241,097,0n 
Unauthorizad praiactcaal 193^500,000 

Total coil 434,S97,n0 1 
^ Tetaitait(2pra]actd— 273,50(000 

Authoriiadcsstdpnioeis) 80,00(000 

Unaiitlioi1z*dcost(2 pralacts) 193,50(000 

«* B« 

^ ^ B i o r 
^ P a r s 

Nearly a half billion doIUrs ia, I'tbink. 
a great deal of money. But perhaps even 

>re important than a half billion dol
ls the precedent established by this 

procedure. Under such precedent, the re
view procedure requiring Office of Man
agement and Budget review is eroded 
and indeed dispensed with. Such a prac
tice is highly undesirable, and I think 
tbat this is a regrettable way to legislate 
in this manner, and that Is why, Mr. 
Speaker, I refused to sign the conference 
report. 
' Mr. OEBALD B. FOBD. Mr. Speaker, 

would the gentleman from Minnesota 
yield? 

Mr. BLATNIE:. I will be deUghted to 
yield to the distinguished minority 
leader. 

Ml*. OEBALD B. FOBD. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentieman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, approximately 2 yean 
ago I Introduced legislation that would 
have prevented the Army Corps of Engi
neers from dumping in the Great Lakes 
the dredgtogs that they acquire frcsn 
their various operations. Earlier this 
year tbe President of the United States 
also recommended to the Congress that 
suOh prohibiting legislation be approved 
by tiie House and the Senate. 

I was reading the conference report 
on page 25, and would the genUeman 
from Minnesota explain what has been 
done In this legislation that Involves tills 
parilcular problem? Because we do have 
a sertous situation concerning the dump
ing of soil dredgings. particularly in the 
Great Lakes from the various operations 
of the Corps of Engineen «nd others. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, the gen
Ueman from Iilichigan raises not only a 
very Important question, but the gentie
man is directing hima îf ^ ^ very veidng 
problem. 

Section 123 of the legislation, as 
agreed to by both tbe Senate and the 
House, has a hrogram for construction 
of spoU disposal facilities for the Great 
Lakes in order to eliminate this very 
serious problem. We did hot adopt all of 
the recommendations made by the ad
ministration. I would point that the 
basic difference was in cost sbailog, be

cause at this stage much of this will be 
of an advanced demonstration program 
of what to do with these materials. The 
gentieman knows, the problem can vary 
from place to place. 

Again let me emphasiae that the dif
ference was not in concept but merely in 
cost sharing. Tbe administration asked 
for a 50-50 sharing between the local 
unlta and Uie Federal Government. We 
changed that to a requirement for local 
cooperation of 25 percent Also in some 
instances the Corps of Englneeis, with 
proper justification, can waive the local 
contribution because the local Intereste 
an in compliance with an ongoing pro
gram of sewage treatment facility con
struction. 

We do make what Is, In our judgment, 
a very dgniflcant forward step In coping 
with this problem in a workable manner, 
and In as efficient a manner as we can to 
handle tids problem of disposal, 

Mr. GEBALD B. FOBD. Mr. Speaker, 
if the gentieman will yield further, let 
me say that I applaud the action taken 
by the conference, even though It does 
not go the full length recommended by 
the administration. This is a forward ad
vance from tbe conditions of tbe past,, 
and pefbaps after we have had some ex
perience with this law perhaps we can 
take further steps in the future to pro
hibit this Und of a problem from exist
ing at all. 

Mr. BLATTHK. Mr. Speaker, I avpre-
ciato tbe good words from the distin
guished minority leader. 

I also want the BECORD to show the 
gentieman's persistent and continuing 
interest in advocating that action be 
taken en this Important problem. 

If I may now direct my remarlcs to a 
valid point made by the gentieman from 
Ohio, the ranking minority member of 
tbe Subcommittee on Flood Control, a 
very valuable member-of tbat subcom-

. mittee. Originally, we felt that we should 
keep projecte out tbat did not have tbe 
usual approval of tbe Office of Manage
ment and Budget, But as time went on 
we found that there were several very 
important projecte that had been ap
proved at all levels—at the local level 

right on up to the State level and all 
agencies of the Federal Government that 
had some concem with respect to a given 
project. The projecte had advanced at 
the time of the conference through all 
stages except for final OMB approval. 

We felt It would be unfair Insofar as 
these projecte are concerned where many 
have been under consideration for sev
eral years to eliminate them arbitrarily 
for a possible period of 3 more years until 
the n ^ t omnibus bill. Ttils did not seem 
appropriate when they are so close to 
betog approved and all indications are 
that they shall be approved. 

However, the gentieman is correct^ 
tbe Congress ought to protect itself and 
certainly ought to give an opportunity 
for the President to protect himself. 

So we put specific and precise language 
In each one of these projecta that have 
not completed the approval stages by the 
OMB and the Secretary of tbe Army. 

Tlie language is essentially this: That 
no construction of any work whatsoever 
shall be initiated m any of these projecta 
until sucb approval is obtained. 

Mr. HAB43HA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentieman yeld? 

Mr. BLATNIK. I yltid to the gentle
man. 

Mr. HABSHA. The committee prob
ably did not want to eliminate arbitrarily 
the projecte and no Member wante to 
eliminate airbitrarily the projecte. TUs 
has been the policy of the committee for 
years and it has been the policy of the 
Congress, that we do not authorize these 
projecte untu they are cleared by the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

Just to give you an example of wbat 
we are getting Into here—we have a 
project here which we have not only 
made conditional upon tbe ultimate ap
proval of the President and tbe Secre
tary of tbe Army, but we have directed 
that stodies be made to determine alter
natives for those projecte. Before that 
project is to be constructed, those alter
natives are to be considered and reported 
back to tbe Congress. 

Now I am Informed that a certain 
State is In the process, based on this 
representation in our committee bill, of 
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acquiring land. Where are the people 
who have to give up their homes in a 
case like this and who have to give up 
their property in a case like this? where 
are they left after tiie State pwchasea 
the property? and suppose the admin
istration turns the project down? 

This is one of the situations you are 
going to get into— ĵust one of them—and 
I still say an histruction of this type is 
going to come back to haunt us. 

(Mr. HABSHA asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further response otber than to say the 
gentieman does raise a point and we go 
up to tbe 1-yard line before tbe projecte 
ore approved all the way. When you 
come that close to it we feel it just would 
not be doing justice m the case of a badly 
needed project to delay it for another 
year or two, especially when they are 
meritorious or justifiable. 

(Mr. BLATNIK asked and was given 
permission to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
to the gentleman from New York, a 
member of the committee. 

Mr. McEWEN. I thank the gentieman 
from Minnesota for yleldbig. I will say 
to the gentleman that I would like to 
assocUte mysdf witb the concem ex
pressed by the gentieman from Ohio. 
Particularly I would like to emphastee to 
the gentieman from Minnesota that one 
of these projecte, which the gentieman 
from Ohio has referred to, we bad a very 
thin beneflt-cost ratio, and we condi
tioned our approval on there being a di" 
rection for a study of alternatives and a 
report bock to tbis Congress before going 
ahead with it. Notwithstanding this, I 
am also informed that the Stete where 
tbis project is located may be proceeding 
with the acquisition of the land before 
the report back by the corps to our com
mittee and before possibly the review 
and approval of the Office of Budget and 
Management. I want to associate myself 
with tbe remarks of the gentleman from 
Ohio and say to tbe gentleman from 
Minnesota that I am concerned about 
this. I understand there are going to be 
steps taken under this authorization be
fore there has been not only review by all 
of the executive agencies that should re
view It,, but before we have had a report 
back from the corps as to what alter
natives there are, if any, to this project. 

Mr. BLATNIK. I would Uke to point 
out that the gentieman from New York 
has some valid pointa. But this is tbe 
only project that can be pointed out in 
that connection. There is some question 
about It, but what the gentleman bos 
expressed does not exist in relation to 
the other projecta. This is a flood control 
project I b^eve it Is In tbe district of 
the gentieman from New York (Mr. 
MCCARTHV) . 

I yield to the gentieman from New 
York (Mr. MCCARTHY) . 

Mr. McCABTHY. I thank the disthi
guished gentieman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, for the record, I would 
merely like to clarify the situation that 
in committee we did accede to the re
quest of the distinguished gentleman 

gentleman from Minnesota, I have been 
told that this does not relate Just to the 
campus of tbe University of Buffalo, but 
that there Is hieorporated ia it, apart 
from this project, flood control measures. 
I just regret to see, Mr. Speaker, a proj
ect where there are serious questions 
which our committee has recognized, 
there are questions where we direct by 
tbe language bi this bill tbat there be 
further study and report back, that we 
go ahead and authorize it when there 
has not been approval by the Office of 
Management and Budget. 

Mr. BOBISON. Mr. Speaker, wlU the 
gentieman yidd? 

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentie
man from New York (Mr. BOBISON). 

Mr. BOBISON. Mr. Speaker, changing 
tbe subject matter for a moment, I would 
like to take this opportunity to thank 
the acting chabwan and other members 
of the committee who were conferees in 
this matter for having worked out In 
satisfactory manner, as I think they 
have, the jurisdictional problems relat
ing to developing a comprehensive nlan — 
for tbe conservation and protection o f ^ K 
the water resources of the Susquehanna^!^ 
Biver. They have done so in such a fash
ion that tbe jurisdiction and lesponslbll-
Itles of the newly created Susquehanna 
Biver Basin Commission will be pro
tected and recognized, along with that Of 
the new Environmental Protection 
Agency., while the Corps of Engbieers 
will still have the needed authority to 
proceed. 

Mr. BLATNIK. I thank tbe gentieman 
from New York. ' 

Mr. BOBISON. If the gentieman will 
yield a moment further, the gentleman 
knows of my longstanding interest in 
this regard, and I am grateful to him 
and the other members of the commit
tee, on which I used to serve, for their 

from New York (Mr. CONABLX) , in whose 
district the dam will be located, and 
where the property is being acquired 
under the Biepubllcan administration In 
New York. I should point out tbat the 
impact of this Is mainly within the dis
trict that I presently represent. The 
Governor of New York wante it desper
ately. It Is an essential Ingredient in a 
$1.5 billion complex associated with the 
new University of Buffalo. This project 
cannot go through if there Is going to be 
flooding throughout that area. 

The-dam is essential. We have gone 
along with toe minority, which asks for 
a study of alternatives. So it seems to 
me that all intereste here have tried to be 
cooperative, and your own Governor is 
most anxious to see this project proceed. 

Mr. BLATNIK. I should like to make 
one comment. Ihe gentleman from New 
York (Mr. MCCARXHT) IS correct. I do 
not know whether It has been mode clear 
to tbe membership that this land ac
quisition is being undertaken, as I un
derstand, by the State, or perhaps some 
local interesta. In most local fiood pro
tection projects, the local intereste are 
required to furnish lands, easementa and 
righta-of-way. However, this Is not re
quired until after the project has been 
approved. We cannot stop a State or a 
municipality from acquiring land if they 
want to do so prior to approvaL TTiey 
are doing so In tiie hope that the project 
will' be approved. I would note, however, 
that the acquisition of the lands at this 
time Is a ri^ proposition or tbe part 
of the State since there is no assurance 
that the project will receive the neces
saiy aiipiovals or that it might not be 
relocated. 

Again, I repeat, our safeguard is In the 
language ot tbe bill, directing that in re
lation to each project, If the project does 
not get approval by the President, the « ^ «° l^™^, * TJ?" "* M"* 
secretary of Uie Army, and tiie o t o , "tions to saving tills section 
there will be no Federal expendltureTtai l^- BLATNIK. I would like to make a 
the project. V v e r y frank statement, that If it were not 

Mr. McEWEN. Mr Speaker, will the **•"*" "**'***™'* *>'̂ '•c Wi^lewan from 
gentleman yield? ^^^ '^° '^ *"** ° ^ ^ ' Members from both 

Mr. BLATNIK. I yield to the gentie- **® Houseand Senate we would ndt have 
man from New York. succeeded as well as we did on this. It Is 

Mr. MCEWEN. I thank tbe gentieman * ' ^ ^ worthy project, and the gentle-
for yielding. I would say to my dear 
friend and colleague from New York 
that I do not proimse here to debate all 
questions on the Sandrtdge Dam and 
EUlcott C^eek. But I do ttUnk this is a 
unique situation. It appears In this list, 
to which the gentieman from Ohio has 
referred, of projecta as to which there 
has not been a review and approval by 
the Ofllee of Management and Budget; 
where there was not a particularly strong 
beneflt-cost ratio; where the stody was 
not made by the corps but by engineeis 
employed bg tbe State In behalf of the 
corps, and where we have directed a 
review and report back to tbis Congress. 
Yet, I am told that the State may go 
ahead and acquire land for the project. 

I would say also to my colleague from 

man deserves a great deal of credit for 
assisting in preserving the project. 

Mr. DON H. CLATJSBN. Mr. Speaker,, 
will the gentieman yield? 

Mr. BLATNIK. I yldd to tbe gentie
man from CaUfomia. 

Mr. DON H. CLAUSEN, Mr. Speaker, 
the project was held up about 20 min
utes, I might say, in order to see that the 
position of the genUeman from New 
Yoik was taken into account and to see 
that it was worked out in a satisfactory 
manner. 

Mr. EDMONDSON. Mr. Speaker, with
in the past 5 years, this Congress has en
acted a number of important Items of 
legislation all of which reflect our na
tional concem that our water and related 
resources be developed and utilized in the 

New Yoik tbat I further understand that' most effective way possible to serve the 
on the campus of the University of Buf
falo there are flood control protections 
tnooiporated now hi the site for that 
campus. 

So ever since tbe action by our com
mittee, I would say to my friend, the 

needs of our present and future genera
tions. These Include: 

The Appalachian Beglonal Develop
ment Act of 1965; 

The Federal Water Project Recrea
tion Act of 1965: 
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The Water Resources Plannhig Act of 

1965; 
The Public Works and Economic De

velopment Act of 1965; 
The Water QuaUty Act of 1965; 
Authorization of the Northeastern 

Water Supply Study in 1965; 
The Clean Water Restoration Act of 

1966; 
The Wild and Scenic Bivers Act ot 

1968; 
The National Flood Insurance Act of 

1968; 
The Estoary Protection Act of 1968; 
The National Environmental Policy 

Act of 1969: and 
The Environmental Quality Improve

ment Act of 1970. 
Impressive as this list may appear, 

there is yet a need to assure that the 
Federal agencies required to execute 
plans for water resources devel(q;iment 
have clear and explidt guidelines that 
f uUy incorporate planning and develop
ment concepto that will assure that wa
ter resource projecte to be considered by 
this Congress do. In fact, address our 

•

critical environmental, economic, and 
social problems. 

Section 209 of this bill Is clear ex
pression of our Intent that all objectives 
and all beneflte and coste associated with 
those objectives are considered in the 
formulation and evaluation of plans. 

We strongly urge- the development 
without further delay of speciflc guide
lines and procedures necessary to imple
ment this conservative intent. This Na
tion must avoid further compounding the 
serious problems we now face in trying 

^ to cure the Ills of congestion and pollu
tion in our Increasingly urbanized 
society. 

The bill before lu not only authorizes 
' a series of speciflc pro j ecte to help in this 

effort. It also provides to section 209 the 
broad policy cornerstones needed for a 
full-scale national effort, to meet na
tional needs of growing urgency. 

We urge cooperation by the admini
stration in the meeting ot those needs. 

Mr. FALLON. Mr. Speaker, it is a dis
tinct privilege for me to rise in support of 
the conference report on HJl . 19877, the 
omnibus rivera and harbors and fiood 
control bill of 1970. The agreed-upon 
conference report on the bill authorizes 
12 navigation projecte and 20.flood con
trol projecte in 21 States and Puerto 
Bico. The Committee on Public Works 
has made every effort to keep down the 
total authorization contained in the bill, 
while at the same time Including those 
projecte which are urgently needed for 
the economic well-being of the Nation. 
The projecte in this bill will provide 
valuable beneflte to the people of this 
Nation through improvement of naviga
tion, preventi<m of floods, water supplies 
for our cities and towns, water quaUty. 
and recreation. The total authorization 
contained in this bill for these 32 projecta 
is $560,655,200. At a time when economy 
in our Government is so important, I 
think the members of the Committee on 
PubUc Works and the Subcommittee on 
Bivers and Harbors and Flood Control 
are deserving of our highest commenda
tion for the success of their efforte to 
keep tbe cost of this bill down. 

One of the projecte approved for au
thorization In tills bill is the Baltimore 
Harbor and Channels, Sfftryland, and 
Virginia. This project is particularly bn
portant to the State of Maryland since it 
concerns the deepening of the existing 
channels and and approach of Baltimore 
to meet the existing and prospective 
needs of navigation. SpeciflcaUy, it pro
vides for Cape Henry, Yoric Spit, and 
Bappahannock Shoal Channels, 50 feet 
deep, and 1,000 feet wide; a main ship 
channel, 50 feet deep and 800 feet wide; 
three branch channels, 50,49. and 40 feet 
deep and all 600 feet wide. The present 
depths are not adequate for fully loaded 
large bulk cargo carriers now In use and 
today's technology Is moving so fast and 
the economic growth is Increasing so 
rapidly that I am gratlfled by the Inclu
sion of this project which confirms the 
need for these additional depttis while 
taking into account the necessaiy pro
tection of the environment. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to commend the 
conferees, as well as the members of the 
full committee and the subcommittees, 
who, hi splta of other pressing business, 
devoted so much time and effort to the 
consideration of this blU. I particularly 
commend the gentleman from Minnesota 
who chairs the Subcommittee on Bivers 
and Harbors, and tbe gentieman from 
Alabama, who chairs the Subcommittee 
on Flood Control, for their outetandtng 
efforte with regard to this bill. 

Mr. JOHNSON of California. Mr. 
Speaker, as a conferee representing the 
House on tbe Bivers and Harbors and 
Flood Control Act of 1970,1 rise in sup
port of this proposal. I feel that the 
differences'as resolved by the House and 
the Senate conferees represent a reason
able program of devdopment of very 
necessary navigation and flood control. 

While X recognize that In the past 
months, we have had considerable dis
cussion concerning pubUc works con-
stmction and spending. I do not beUeve 
that this should affect the authorlsdng 
legislation. As my coUeagues are well 
aware, the Congress must take two inde-
Iiendent steps before a project con acto-
aUy be put under constructive contract— 
the authorizing and the appropriating 
procedures. 

The legislation we .have here before us 
Is, of course, the first step, the author
izing bill. It Is a bin which you can say 
does not cost the Federal Government 
anything, as actual work cannot begin 
on this project imtU tbe appropriating 
blU is approved by Congress. It seems 
only reasonable to me to go ahead with 
this step so that if a need develops for 
pubUc works construction to stimulate 
our economy—and I would emphasize 
that one out of every three people In tbe 
heavy constroction industry in my home 
State of CaUfomia is imemployed—then 
we will have the authorizing step behind 
us. 

Each of these projecte Included in the 
omnibus bill reported by the House-
Senate conference has undergone some 
preUminary feaslbUlty studies and has 
withstood the rigorous engineering and 
economic studies of the appropriate 
agencies. Each has a favorable benefit-

cost ratio which make them worthy of 
our conslderaUon. 

Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, I join with 
the other managera of the House in 
urging approval of the conference report 
on H.B, 19877, tbe Bivers and Harbors 
and Flood Control Act of 1970. 

Mr. DORN. Mr. Speaker, It was a great 
honor and a privilege to serve on this 
conference committee, representing the 
House. We have brought to you a good 
conference report, which I wholeheart
edly endorse and recommend to the 
House. Each of the projecte authorized in 
ttds legislation have been found to be es
sential to tbe fiood protection and re-
souree development of Ito area and the 
Nation. The bUl authorizes navigation 
and flood control projecte in 21 States 
and Puerto Blco. Mr, Speaker, may I take 
this opdrtunity once again to pay trib
ute to the great chairman of PubUc 
Works Committee, Mr. GEORGE FALLON. 
Likewise, I pay special tribute to the 
distinguished and able gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. BLAINIK) . Special recog
nition should also be given to the gentie
man from Alabama (Mr. JONCS); the 
gentieman' from Texas (Mr. WRIGHT) ; 
the gentieman from Ohio (Mr. HARSKA) ; 
and aU the conferees and the distin
guished members of our PubUc Works 
Committee. 

I would also Uke to pay tribute to our 
colleagues from the Senate, the distin
guished genUeman from West Virginia, 
Cludrmon JENNINGS BANBOLPH and alt 
the members of his great committee. Also 
sitting on the conference, was my ndgh-
bor from the great State of North Coro-
Una, Senator JORDAN, whom we all love 
and admir& 

Mr. Speaker, this Is an excellent piece 
of legislation and I strongly recommend 
Ite passage. 

Mr. BLATNIK. Mr. Speaker, I move 
the previous question, on the confer
ence report 

The previous question was ordered. 
The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. ^ 

GENEBAL LEAVE "jbo EXTEND 
Mr. BLATNIK. M^..'Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that oU Members 
may have 5 legislative days In which 
to extend their remarlcs on the confer
ence report on HA. 19877, Just agreed 
to. I 

Tbe SPEAKER proi tempore. Is there 
objection to tbe reqijest of the genUe
man from Minnesota? 

There was no objection. 
'I 

CaSFEBENCE REPORT ON HJEt. 19504, 
f^EDERAL-AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 
1970 I 
Mr. WRIGHT. Mn Speaker, I caU up 

tbe conference report on tbe bUl (HJl. 
19504) to authorize I appropriations for 
the construction of dertabi highways in 
accordance with title 23 of the United 
States Code, and for ptber purposes, and 
ask unanimous consent that tbe state
ment of tbe manageiB on tbe part of the 
House be read In lien of the report. 

The a e r k read thd title of tbe blU. 


